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Hoover: In State Department circles, a boom has started in favor of Herbert Hoover, Jr., as the next 
Undersecretary of State. Rumors have increased recently about an imminent transfer of General Walter 
Bedell (“Beetle”) Smith, now Undersecretary, to a bigger job in the White House. A number of names 
— one of them John J. McCloy, former High Commissioner to Germany — have already been popping 
up in print as receiving support for candidacies for this position, when vacated. 


Now, talk turns to the eldest son of former President Hoover, not the least because he is now a con- 
sultant with the State Department and has just finished a trip to Iran and Britain to deal with the ticklish 
oil dispute between the two nations. Dispatches indicate that young Hoover has performed his diplo- 
matic mission very well. It was Secretary Dulles who brought him into the Department and it might 
well be that the Secretary would like to elevate him to the post of Undersecretary. 


Herbert Hoover, Jr., has followed in the footsteps of his famous father as a mining and petroleum 
engineer, with vast experience in and knowledge of foreign countries. He is known, like his father, for 
his efficiency, and administrative ability. Those who know the State Department believe that he is just 
the man to perform the primary mission of any Undersecretary — that is, to clean out and cut down. 


Canada and Spy Probe: By telephone from our correspondent in eastern Canada, we obtain today 
some on-the-spot suggestions why U.S. congressional probers have had difficulties with the Canadian Gov- 
ernment about permission to question the former Russian spy, Gouzenko. 


Our correspondent makes several points. (1) The Royal Commission which brought out the big 
spy scandal in 1946 is not the “whited sepulchre” in Canada that it seems to be in the U.S. It is believed 
by some Canadians that the Commission withheld much juicy material from publication. Also, it is be- 
lieved that some personalities, with powerful political connections, were shielded. 


(2) “The only people fooled in Ottawa”, says our correspondent, “by the Gouzenko interview with 
the Chicago Tribune correspondent in Canada are those who want to be fooled. Gouzenko did not tell the 
Chicago Tribune that he had additional information (as commonly believed). He merely indicated that 
he did not think all the information which he had previously given the Canadian Government had been 
used. There are people in Canada who get this distinction and think about it. They recall that the British 
Government had been informed about Fuchs, the atom spy, yet did nothing about him until too late. 
Perhaps — they think —- Gouzenko has been similarly mishandled and some of his information com- 
pletely buried.” 


(3) Those in the know in Ottawa are not surprised at the attitude of the Canadian External Af- 
fairs Office (Canadian State Department), for those who staff this office are persons who admired and 
worked with Acheson and his ilk in the U.S. for years. “They would automatically react against the Jen- 
ners and McCarthys just as their opposite numbers under Acheson did.” 


Not Merely Gossip: Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson has publicly deplored the fact that we gave 
away to Russia, after World War II, part of Germany’s submarine fleet. There is a story behind this 
which explains why Wilson was provoked to such angry comment. The National Security Council, the 
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top strategy board of the Executive, sent a memorandum to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, giving a dim view 
of the European Army’s future, because — it was asserted —- any such army could not be supplied 
through European ports. Why? Because the Russian submarine fleet, equipped with atomic weapons 
could devastate these ports from a safe distance out at sea. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, declined 


to comment on the strategic implications save to remark that “any change in our strategy would not be 
politically feasible”. 


‘-@ Senator Jenner, they say, gets disturbed whenever certain persons praise his investigation. 
Mrs. Agnes Meyer, wife of Eugene Meyer, publisher of the Washington Post (dubbed the “Washington 
Daily Worker” by Senator McCarthy), praised the Jenner Committee. When Jenner, visiting his state 


of Indiana, heard about this unusual compliment, he phoned his committee office in Washington and 
asked, “what’s the matter?” 


@ It has not been generally reported but GOP circles know that on November 18, their widely 
popular National Chairman, Mr. Leonard Hall, talked privately of resigning his post. Reason: Ike’s 
statement expressing hope that Communists-in-Government will not be an issue in the 1954 elections. In 
view of Hall’s previous statement — that Communism would be an issue of 1954 — the Chairman could 
quite logically conclude that the President had repudiated him. However, cooler considerations pre- 
vailed and Hall made a statement praising the GOP handling of the White case. GOP circles believe that 
it would be a disaster if Chairman Hall resigned or was forced out. 


@ Behind the current revelations of McCarthy on the Ft. Monmouth affair, there lies a tale. The 
victory for truth in the Harry D. White case is no indication that the powerful forces in the country 
which have sought to stifle such subversive investigations have finally given up. For, there has been an 
attempt in the last ten days to whitewash the McCarthy investigations of the Signal Corps radar estab- 
lishment at Ft. Monmouth, N.J. McCarthy was able to probe with freedom and Army Secretary Stevens 
showed every sign of collaborating. However, Stevens suddenly and unexpectedly gave an interview in 
which he suggested that the probe had turned up no evidence of espionage at Ft. Monmouth in recent 
years. At about this time, it was privately rumored that the Army had come under heavy pressure to 
stifle the inquiry. McCarthy acted swiftly, ordering open hearings. And Stevens came out with a state- 


ment saying the press had misquoted him when it reported him saying that there had been no espionage 
at Ft. Monmouth. 


One World Waste: “As an American taxpayer”, writes E. M. Queeny in the Monsanto Magazine (St. 
Louis, Missouri), issue of October-November, “I am happy to bear my full share of the cost of whatever 
can be done efficiently, but I should like to see the end of the UN farce in Korea. Great Britain has con- 
tributed but 0.8 per cent of the cost of Korea’s relief to date but seems to have as great a voice as the 
United States in the expenditure of appropriations. Great Britain never had more than four batallions on 
the front line, but exercised an influence on military policy in inverse ratio to its participation.” Queeny 
(Chairman of the Board of the Monsanto Chemical Company) recently returned from a trip to Korea 
(and around the world) with a group of American business and professional leaders. 


He describes UNKRA (United Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency): “Although as of June 20, 
1953, France had made no monetary contribution whatsoever, UNKRA’s Korean Mission is headed by a 
French General with an American assistant. All planning is in charge of a British subject, a former YMCA 
administrator. His assistant is another British subject whose only experience has been in the U.N. . . . Its 
(UNKRA’s) budget for the current fiscal year is $117,000,000 of which nations other than the United 
States are down for $40,000,000, payable in cash, services or in kind, if they ante up... . As of June 
30, 1953, Great Britain contributed but $4,540,000 to UNKRA; Canada, $6,900,000; all other nations, 
$4,400,000 in cash or kind. United States contributed $50,750,000, in cash.” 


Queeny offers a solution: “If we could unshackle ourselves from United Nations in this area, all 
official Korean rehabilitation agencies could be consolidated into one and could be administered more 








nal 


gel 





e 20, 
by a 
MCA 
. Its 
nited 
June 
tions, 


a, all 
more 








efficiently and economically by Americans. Are not American taxpayers entitled to the principle of ‘no 
taxation, no representation’ ?” 


Now-We've-Heard-Everything Dept.: From the Annual Report, for 1952, just issued by the Rocke- 
feller Foundation: ‘Professor Muzafer Sherif of the University of Oklahoma conducted an unusual ex- 
periment a few years ago on the development of hostility and conflict between social groups. Working 
with boys in a summer camp, he divided initially friendly boys into rival groups.” (Emphasis ours.) 


Then, it appears, Professor Sherif deliberately, surreptitiously and secretly planted ideas in the heads 
of the boys and played upon their emotions in such a way that the friendly rivalry between the groups was 
converted into a hostile one. He also worked upon individuals in each group, causing each to brood over 
notions that had never occurred to him before — about his racial, religious, social and economic back- 
ground — thus developing grudges and resentments. 


Thereby he “stimulated and intensified these (hostile) attitudes” and wrote a paper for his associates 
and classes in the “social sciences” showing how to do it. 


“Professor Sherif”, the Report continues, “is now preparing a similar experiment in which he will 
repeat the procedures of the first experiment and then attempt to develop harmony and cooperation be- 
tween the hostile groups. The Rockefeller Foundation has made a grant of $38,000 for this two-year 
study.” (Emphasis ours.) 


White Case: An official who was inside the Truman regime when Harry D. White’s name was bandied 
back and forth between FBI, White House and Treasury has made some important statements which have 
not received sufficient notice. The man is J. Anthony Panuch, at one time Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Administration in 1945-46. Panuch on the program “Hardy Burt Comments”, Mutual Broad- 
casting System, November 15, stressed the political motivation behind Truman’s hushing up of the White 
Case. The former State Department official (now in private law practice) sketched the “fight within the 
Administration between its pro-American and pro-Soviet elements for control of our foreign policy” and 
mentioned, as one example, the struggle over the Morgenthau plan. 


“Then followed”, said Panuch, “the showdown over our pro-Soviet appeasement policy in the same 
year in the State Department between Assistant Secretary of State Berle and the pro-Soviet group led by 
Dean Acheson and Alger Hiss. This behind-the-scenes struggle received no publicity until 1945 when it 
came to the surface in a big way in the Amerasia scandal, which involved the misappropriation of some 
1700 classified documents by pro-Soviet State and Navy Department personnel. On top of this came the 
resignation of General Patrick Hurley from his post as Ambassador to Nationalist China because Ameri- 
can interests were being sabotaged by pro-Communist personnel on his staff. 


Burt: And the publicity involved in these cases was damaging to the Administration? 


Panuch: Very much so. Despite the fact that the Amerasia case was hushed up and General Mar- 
shall was sent to China to replace Ambassador Hurley, there was a tremendous demand by the public and 
the Congress to clean out all Communists, fellow-travellers, Soviet sympathizers and other subversives 
from the government. Subversives and spies in the goverment were a hot political issue in 1945 and six. 


Burt: What bearing did this political situation have on the nomination of Harry Dexter White? 


Panuch: Just this. White was a very hot potato. The Administration was in a dilemma. White 
was the architect of the Bretton Woods Monetary Conference which set up the International Fund. The pro- 
Soviet clique in the government had built him up as Executive Director of the Fund. If he were not nomi- 
nated for the post, or if he were nominated and not confirmed by the Senate as a result of the FBI report 
on him, it would have been a crushing defeat for the pro-Soviet clique in the government. They had to 
get him nominated and confirmed at all costs. That may explain why the Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency did not receive a copy of the FBI reports on White. 





Burt: So for President Truman to have withdrawn White’s nomination after he was confirmed, 
or to refuse to issue his commission, would have been politically impracticable? 





































Panuch: Exactly. It would have been an admission — on the eve of the 1946 congressional cam- 
paign — that the architect of the Morgenthau Plan and of the Bretton Woods Conference was unfit to be 
the Executive Director of the Fund. It would have cracked the issue of subversive infiltration of the 
government wide open not only in 1946 — but in the national election of 1948. 


*Twaren’t So Bad: “Do you want to go back to 1929?” was the scathing retort of Truman when his 
profligacy with the taxpayers’ money was brought up. It is still the stock answer of “progressives” to [ 
those who point with alarm to the consequences of interventionism, controls, etc. 


Now President Eisenhower is going his predecessor one better. Do you want to go back to 1892?, Pub 
he says, and the newspaper pundits who have relagated everything before Roosevelt to the Dark Ages, ap- inac 
plaud. But, just as some recent studies of the Dark Ages indicated that they weren’t so dark after all, so of J 
a little research will show that the period of “1892” had some advantages over the present. 


For instance, we remember our mother talking of “the good old days” when milk — hold your — 
seats — sold for 4 cents a quart. For seventy-five cents our father shod us, and for three dollars he got us oar 
a Sunday suit. In those days nobody worried about income taxes — there weren’t any. 

But, it was not so much in the field of economics that “1892” had some advantages over the present, apy 
though it can be proven that wages, as a proportion of production, were higher than they are now. The bett 
real advantage of “1892” over the present was in the area of human freedom. Remember, there was no to ¢ 


conscription. In those days the boy who went into the army was a ne’er-do-well, a fellow who could not oe 
make good. And no mother prayed secretly that her boy might develop some physical deficiency that Pin, 
would keep him out of the draft. 


In “1892” there was no “foreign problem” to worry about, and the “minority problems” of the ting 
day were something only professors worried about; the gates of America were open to all who would qua 
come here and act decently. Remember, this was the “land of the free and the home of the brave”. No- 


body in those days had to carry a wallet full of tickets to justify his existence; everybody was considered te 
a person, not a “social security” number. ai 
Washington was a place where some smart alecks debated, and the rest of the country tolerated it hia 
as they would any other freak of nature. There was no bureaucracy to support. The newspaper ran of { 
Washington news on an inside page — think of that! — while the headlines were given over to juicy 
scandals, raging fires, real life whodunits. The really important matters were those related to your tear 
neighbors and your local affairs. The “special feature” section of your Sunday paper usually included 
the words and music of the latest hits. adc 
Women did not vote, but they were respected; every boy was expected to, and did, tip his hat, even to ” 
his own mother. No male would sit down in a public conveyance if a lady — even if she wore pigtails thr 
— could not find a seat. You see, “progressive” education had not come in. For that reason, too, our ran 
magazines gave you articles written by authors who at least knew the English language. qu: 


We could go on indefinitely with the glories of “1892”. It is a mistake to think that life began in 
America with the present. If “1892” was so bad, why did we select as our president a man who was red 
bred in that era? 
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A SOLUTION FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
By FRANK CHODOROV 


EBs PUBLIC SCHOOL has come under heavy criticism in recent years, but it remained for 
Albert Lynd to sum up its deficiencies in the title of his new book, Quackery in the 
Public Schools.* ‘The book is quite up to its title. It digs down to bottom causes for the 
inadequacies in our public school system, not overlooking the philosophical assumptions 
of John Dewey, which underlie the controversial educational fads. The embattled par- 
ents of America would do better in their struggle with the New Education if they were 
armed with this material. 

But, bold as the book is in its diagnosis, it is woefully weak in its suggested ther- 
apy. Mr. Lynd is of the opinion that the faults in our schools could be corrected by a 
better corps of teachers. To attract such minds to the service, he says, we must be willing 
to offer better financial emoluments than the teachers now receive; he is in favor of tap- 
ping the U.S. Treasury for that purpose. 

This is a rather strange non sequitur in an otherwise logical presentation. Admit- 
ting that teachers are underpaid, it does not follow that more pay would transmute the 
quackery in the New Education into integrity. No matter what fees you pay a quack he 
is still a quack. Higher salary would not undo the miseducation which the ‘“‘progressive”’ 
teacher brings to the classroom, nor correct the misinformation in the textbooks furnished 
him, nor improve the methods which his hierarchical bosses compel him to use under pain 
of forfeiting promotion. 

The fact is that the quackery was not put into the public school system by under-paid 
teachers, but by the well-paid proponents of the New Education. (This is the new name 
adopted by the harassed Educationists to take the curse off “progressive” education.) And, 
be it noted, the quackery got going during a time when the American taxpayer came 
through with more money for public schools than ever before in our history. What war- 
rant is there for believing that pouring more money into the system would eradicate the 
quackery? 

The quackery, explains Mr. Lynd, consists of a compost of esoteric phrases, in which 
redundancies abound, all for the purpose of clothing the new Education and its practi- 
tioners with an aura of “‘scientific’ profundity. The gobbledygook is affected by the Doc- 
tors of Education — a degree they have concocted to replace the classical Ph.D., which calls 





* Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Massachusetts. Price: $3.50. 
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for more learning than they are willing to acquire — to put their theories and practices 
beyond the comprehension of a critical public, whose consequent confusion will compel 
them to leave the field to these entrenched “experts”. To this ritualistic language is added 
an involved methodology that is beyond the comprehension of the teacher, let alone the 
layman. 

The ultimate goal of the Educationists is to achieve a monopoly position through the 
creation of a privileged caste. Their fondest hope at present is to raise pedagogy to the 
stature of medicine or law, with proper legislative sanctions. Their interest in Federal 


subventions is not only economic; financial aid would lead to centralization and monopoli- 
zation, with the Educationists in control. 


Meanwhile, if a child does pick up some learning, it is because some conscientious 
teacher (frequently found in the system) follows a sane course, or the parent is on his job. 


N°” MONEY WILL not cure the ills of the public school. Whatever is wrong with the 
system, including the voodooism of the New Education, is due to the compulsory 
attendance laws and the compulsory taxes which support it. The public school is a so- 
cialized or politically monopolized institution, and suffers from the weaknesses inherent 
in all monopolies. The only thing that prevents the public school from decaying com- 
pletely is the fact that it is not a complete monopoly. Local control of the school gives 
the taxpayer and parent some say in its management, even to the point of occasionally 
throwing out the “progressive” faddism. If the plans of the Educationists succeed, if the 
public school is centrally managed by an entrenched bureaucracy, then the present faults 


of the school will seem insignificant; it will be a political department, not a place of 
learning. 


Nothing will do more to better education in America than the breaking of the public 
school trust. And if it is broken, nothing else need be done to eradicate its faults. 


This is not a proposal to abolish public schools. It is a proposal to put them into 
competition with free enterprise schools, so that they can prove their worth. And this can 
be done by the remission to parents of the taxes they are compelled to pay to support po- 
litically-controlled schools, in an amount comparable to what they pay for private school- 
ing. The method of effecting this remission — whether by deductions from income taxes 
or allowances from local levies — is a technical matter; if the principle were established 
that a parent has the right to buy the educational service he deems best for his child, the 
fiscal problem of tax remission could easily be solved. 


=“ THIS WERE DONE. Suppose the parents were given the choice of supporting 
public schools or buying education more to their liking. The current bitter quarrel 
between parents and “progressive” education would vanish; for parents could withdraw 
their offspring from the schools that employ this system and patronize schools that do 














not. Those who decry the lack of religious training in the public school would send their 
children to denominational schools, which they could well do because they would have 
the money to support more of them; the “double taxation” complaint of the parochial 
school people would be put to rest. Socialists and Communists could establish and sup- 
port their own schools, while the rest of us would not be worried about the subjection 
of our children of these doctrines, and at our expense; the furor about Communist infil- 
tration in the schools would die down. 


There would be a welter of schools competing for trade. Some would stress es- 
thetics, others languages, others would go in for utilitarian courses, and so on. Every 
enterprising pedagog with an educational idea, either as to method or subject matter, 
would put it on display for possible customers to examine. Mothers of children about 
to enter school would consult with others of more experience to find the one that to her 
seems best suited for her budding genius. There would be at least as much parental in- 
terest in education as, for instance, there is in the proper feeding of the child; mothers 
would not just dump their offspring into the public lap. The schools that turned out 
the best product, through the child, would rise to the top, and the least competent would 
fall by the wayside. And there would be no fuss about it. The marketplace would decide. 


Incidentally, the argument that private schools develop snobbery would be pointless 
if the tax-remission proposal were adopted. With private schools on “every corner’, pa- 
tronized by people in all walks of life, they would cease to be symbols of wealth and their 
exclusiveness would vanish. 


The public schools would prosper by this competition. Since the more successful 
private schools would be able to offer their teachers higher wages, they would attract the 
better minds. The public schools, to stay in business, would have to meet these wage- 
scales, which they would be able to do, since the competition would compel them to drop 
their expensive gadgets and experiments. If the authorities persisted in hiring low-priced 
teachers, they would get only that kind, and the private schools would get more trade. 


The problem of overcrowded classes would solve itself. Even if only twenty-five per 
cent of the public school population were diverted to private and parochial schools, the 
strain On seating capacity would be eased; perhaps the impossible problem of trying to 
teach fifty pupils in a class would be solved. The shift might be great enough to make 
unnecessary a constantly increasing building program, thus relieving the community of a 
growing bonded indebtedness and a rising tax rate. Fewer buildings would make for bet- 
ter buildings, which competition from the superior physical facilities offered by the private 
school would force the community to provide. 


In short, there are no faults in the public school that competition would not eradicate. 
And the improvement would come easily and automatically, entirely without resort to po- 
litical methods. The mere matter of tax remission would settle all our school problems. 





- PROPOSAL COMMENDS itself also because it is in line with the democratic principle. 
The Educationists make much of the word democracy, though they do not define it; 
it apparently serves as an amorphous endorsement of anything they approve. If democ- 
racy means anything, it designates a social or political system in which freedom of choice 
prevails. So that, if the parent is compelled to accept, and pay for, any kind of educa- 
tion that a majority (or controlling minority) dishes out, the democratic principle is cer- 
tainly violated. 

Yet, the Educationists are dead set against freedom of choice in their appropriated field. 
Whenever parents presume to question their programs or methods, they are touched to the 
quick. How dare the biological parents butt in on the mental development of their off- 
spring! Having brought forth a child, their competence is at an end; without a degree 
from an accredited teachers’ college they simply cannot have a valid opinion on its mental 
upbringing. That is a matter reserved for the fraternity of “experts”’. 

One of their shining lights, the former president of Harvard University, shed some 
light on the “democratic” attitude of the Educationists in a word. (They always have 
a word.) The private school, he declared, is bad because it makes for “divisiveness”, 
which means differences of opinion, variations in values, expressions of choice, preferences 
and discrimination. The opposite of ‘‘divisiveness” is conformity. But, this ‘‘divisiveness” 
is of the essence of democracy, as well as a necessary condition for progress. Where it is 
not permitted, where conformity is imposed, there is neither scope for intellectual curiosity 
nor freedom. And, certainly, no democracy. \ 

This urgency for conformity (democratic conformity, of course), complements the ex- 
pertise argument. In private schools, which do not come within their purview, children 
might get an education, and that would not do; the fraternity’s quackery, including their 
claim to scientific exactitude in all things educative, would be exposed. Their propaganda, 
therefore, is addressed to the necessity of extending political control of schools, through fed- 
eral aid and legislation, and to decrying any tendency on the part of parents to escape from 
their clutches. They most assuredly would not relish an increase of private schools. The 
suggestion has even been advanced that the accrediting of teachers be limited by law to cer- 
tain designated teachers’ colleges. 

It can be seen that what the Educationists are driving toward, whether they know it 
or not, is the educational system that obtained in ancient Sparta, where the child became 
the ward of the State once it entered school. And for that, American parents are not quite 
ready; they still believe that they have parental rights and duties which the State cannot 
- abrogate. They would be in a better position to exercise their rights and fulfill their duties 
as parents if they were given more latitude in the selection of their children’s schooling. 
The suggestion to make possible a greater freedom of choice through tax remission is dem- 
ocratic, if nothing else. 
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